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Commanding Officer
Engineering Field Activity, West
Affention: Code 18, Mr. Richard Powell (1S32)
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno. California 94066-5006

Parcel E Draft Remedial Investigation Report, Hunters Point
Shipyard, San Francisco, California

Dear Mr. Powell:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control and Regional Water Quality Control
Board, San Francisco Bay Region have completed our review of the above-
mentioned document and are providing the following comments for your
considerations. Additional comments for sections related to radiation are still
under review by Department of Health Services and will be forth coming shortly.

General Comments:

This report, in general, provides detailed investigation results. We
appreciate the efforts to put together the tables and figures that make the
review easier. However, the interpretation and rationale behind the
interpretation of the results should be strengthened.

Since the text has determined the groundwater has no beneficial use, it is
not clear why were Tap Water PRG and MCL included in the screening
criteria?

It is not clear why PRG for cobalt, Thallium, and Tin were left out of soil
screening criteria.

When discussing detected concentrations against screening criteria, instead
of check against each individual criterion(i.e., tap water PRG, MCL,
NAWQC, and HGAL) it seems that it would be less confusing if a set of
most stringent numbers can be put together in table 4.0-1 and check the
data against only one set of numbers.
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5 . The industrial use scenario is most likely to be the future use for this
parcel, the figures and contours should concentrate more on this scenario
rather than residential use scenario.

Please specify the data quality problems that have yielded data from
several previous investigations unusable.

It is unclear when the text states the detected concentrations do not
indicate a release to the environment for lack of apparent trend or
contaminant sources, whether the concentration still enters the calculation
for HHRA.

Specific Comments: (The text is organized in such away that same formate is
repeated for each IR site. To avoid repetitive comments,
some comments are only stated when the issue is first
encountered and are not repeated for all the sites.)

6.
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Page No.

4-2

4-4

4-42

4-43

Comments

Duplicate Samples (when defined as split sample/, the detected
concentration and SQL should be averaged only if they are within
one order of magnitude.

Does the section "Preliminary Identification and Distribution of
Affected Soil and Groundwater" means that this R[ does not
actually defrne the extent of contamination?

The use of 1Oft as depth limit for Human Health Risk Assessment
is not acceptable at this point. This issue is to be resolved along
with Parcel B ROD.

Two organic constituents in soil were selected to demonstrate
spatial distribution (Benzo(A)Pyrene and PCB) due to their
frequency of detection. However, it seems Toluene,
Benzo(B)fluoranthene and Chrysene have higher detection
frequencies.

Fig 4.1-18 A & B show Benzo(A)Pyrene in isolated spots with
concentration exceeds industrial PRG (260ppb), but the extent of
the contour was based on a lot of ND with detection limits that are
higher than 260ppb. So a lot of isolated spots may be some much
larger plumes and couid be interconnected.

Fig 4.1-19 A & B for Aroclor-1260 (PCB) is the same as above,4-44



4-46

4-48

4-48

4-50

4-58

4-307

4-338

4-349

contours were drawn based on a lot of ND that have very high
detection limits. This may be a data gap if the extent of
contamination is to be defined by Industrial PRG. (3a0ppb) in
soil. Maps for Sample between 2-10 ft (4.1-1gB)have inconsistent
units (ug/kg vs. mglkg).

Table referencing Figure No. are incorrect. 4.I-20A, B is for
diesel.

Contrary to the text, the concentration of diesel is shown generally
increases with depth in fig 4.l-20A &8.

There are not nearly as many sample points for motor oil as in
other constituents. Was some NDs deleted from the map?

In general. metals in Groundwater show either no trend or
widespread contamination with detection limits varies in wide
ranges. Since all previous phase data were purged from data set,
why does this phase of investigation still have wide range levels of
detection limits?

TPH-gasoline is on Fig 4.1-31 while TPH-Diesel is on fig 4.1-30.
There are NDs with detection limit at 500ppb located outside of
100 ppb contours.

The location of grab sample for VOCs should be identified.

The text is confusing when it states that only A-aquifer is evaluated
for HHRA while B-aquifer and bedrock water baring zone is not
because they have beneficial uses. It sounds like A-aquifer had
beneficial uses and went through HHRA. In fact, A-aquifer is only
evaluated for VOCs in indoor air as the exposure pathway.

Third paragraph, " The total surfacial extent of dioxins in soil in
the area near Triple A site 19 has not been fully
characterized....Additional sampling to better define this area may
be conducted during FS..." RI is supposed to define the extent of
contamination. Why wasn't the additional sampling conducted in
RI?

Second paragraph," Arsenic...concentrations exceed their
respective PRGs and HPALs. These metals were frequently
detected at widespread locations.. . The di stributions and
concentrations of these metals exhibit no APPARENT trends or
DISCERNIBLE PATTERNS. The presence of these metals may be

4-350



associated with the use of artificial fill materials at IR-02 Central"
It should be noted that HPALs are considered to be the
concentration levels that are associated with the artificial fill
materials. Any concentration exceeds HPAL is considered as the
result of environmental releases.

If you have any questions, Please contact me at (510) 540-3822.

Sincerely,

Cl,,;MU'*
Chein Ping Kao, P.E.
Senior Hazardous Substance Engineer

Office of Militarv Facilities

Enclosure(s)

CC: Ms. Sheryl Lauth
US EPA Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco. California 941 05-390 1

Mr. Richard Hiett
Califomia Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region
2101 Webster Street, Suite 500
Oakland. California 94612
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SUBJECT: HUNTERS POIN? ANNEX DRAFT PARCEL E REMEDIAL
INVESTIGANON REPORT - HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT
IPCA14740 SITE 20005047 H:471

BackFround

Wc have reviewed portions of the document titled Parcel E Remediat Investigation Draft
Report, Hunterc Point shipyard, san Francisco, catifomia dated May 29, 1987 and
prepared by PRC EnvironmentalManagement, lnc. of San Francisco, Califomia, Uribe &
Associates of Oakland, Calibmia and Levine-Fricke-Recon of Emeryville, Calibmia. The
EomPlete Remedial Investigation (Rl) Report contains 27 volumes. The portions reviewed
were the erecutive summary, Volume ll and Appendix N the human health risk
assessment Thls teview ls in response to your written work request dated July 1. 1997.

Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS) is situated on a promontory in the southwestern
portion of San Fnancisco Bay. HPS is bounded on the north and east by San Francisco
Bay and on the south and west by the Bayview Hunters Point disbict of San Francisco.
The on-base Property at HFS is approximately 497 acres on land of which 135 acres are
contained in Parcel E.

General Comments

Fish or shell fish ingestion pathways are not included in this human health risk
assessment This Pahway has been ercluded from the human health risk assessment of
parcels adjacent to San Francisco Bay with the understanding that it would be included in
the base wide human health risk assessment. \/Vith the finalization of the parcel E Rl
Report, the base wide human health risk assessment will be tha last opportunity to
address consumption of fish and/or shell fish. lt is our opinion that erclusion of fish and/or
shell ftsh inEestion pathways would make the human health risk essessment for HPS
incomplete. We have repeatedly stated this belief to the Naqy and Navy contractor€.
Nevy rePresentatives have stated their position that the fish and shell fish ingestion
pathway would not inf,uence the selection of remedialalternatives at HPS. tMile we
agree that contaminants in fish tissue coltected fiom the area surounding HpS
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cannot be attributed solely to HPS, selestion of remedial altematives is not the sole purpose of a
human health risk assessment. Risk communication, in addition to remedialalternative selection,
is one of he purposas of a Rl human health risk assessment under the Comprehensive
Environmenial Restoration, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). There are studies which
document extensive fishing in San Francisco Bay (Cohen, undated, Save San Francisco Bay
RaPort). There is aneodotal information from pubtic interest Eroups that fishing and possibly
collection of shell fish occurs in the area adjacent to, or at, HPS. lt is therefore appropriate that the
incremental risk and hazard associaled with corrsumption of fish and/or shetlfish caughl or
collected in the area of HPS be quantified. This should not be constued to mean that HERD
would necessarily recommend ertensive or erpensive remediation of the HPS sediments based
solely on fish or shell fish should consumption of fish or shellfish elevate tre incremental cancer
risk above the de minimislavel.

Soecific Comments

1. The estimates of incremental cancer risk and non-cancer hazard made in the Executive
Summary (pages ES-1 through ES-98) were ehecked at random against the risk
characterization (Section 4.0, Volumes ll and lll) and the human health risk assessment
(Appendir N) and bund to aEree.

Specific C.-og!!!ente - Aopendlr N - Human Hoalth Risk Aaeesement

2. Concentrations present in Galifomia soils (Bradford, et al., 1996), rather than aoils throughout
tha United States should be used when discussing the Hunters Point soilconcentrEtions of
essential human micro-nutients (Section 2.2.1, paEe N-24).

3. We do not believe it is appropriate to bst the small chromium vl clata set for oufliers
(Attachment N-D, page N-D-3). Stadstcal tests for ouUlers are meant to test whether the
exfueme samples from a sinEle population exceed a statistieldefinition of a reasonable
range. There is no way to determine whether a single chromium Vl sample from lR-38 is or is
not representative of the chnomium Vl concentations at lR-38. The marimum soil chromium
Vl ratio (2.2 percent) should be used to dwelop ttre surogate chromium Vl concenlrations for
sites which were not analyzed for chromium vt (section 3.2.4.1, page N-3-19)..

4. The U.S. EPA slope factors used for aroclor mixtures of polychlorinated biphenyls (pCBs)
(Saction 4.2, paEe N44) appearto be a draft documentas indicated by ne tifle'Proposed
Guidelines for Carcinogenie Risk Assessmenf. lf this document is a Oraft the tert of ihis
section should so indicate.

5. Lead exposure is monitored in terms of blood lead levels. The blood lead concentration is
usually described in terms of micrograms per deciliter of btood (Fg/dl). The Greek letter phi
(o) is used throughout this human health risk assessment PleaEe use the conect units.

6. There does not aPpear to ba any presentation of risk or hazard aesociated with exposure to
boh soil and groundwater. Please provide an additional presentation of total dsk ahd hazard
for those exPosurB areas where appropriate. Graphical presentation of totat risk or hazard
may be mora eppropriale than tabular presentation because of the differirrg densities of soil
and groundwater samples. We would accept either presentation method.

7. we could not validate the final calculation of risk and hazard because the intermediate
spreadsheets and results of the dose calculations were not inctuded for review. The ffnal
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chemical-specific tisk and hazard is presented in attaehment N€ and N-H . Please furnish
the exposure calculation spread sheets for review.

Go4cluslons

ln our opinion, ingestion of fish and/or shellfish must be evaluated in the base-wide
human health risk assessment to provirte a complete evaluation of incremental cancer risk and
non-cancer hazard.

We accept the recommendations that all Parcel E lR sibs ercept lR-38, lR-40, lR-17, lR-
50, lR-51and lR-74 be carried brward to the Parcel E basibitity study_

Please supply future vercions of this risk assessment and risk assessments of other
Huntens Point parcels in electronie brmat to facilitate review and conserue paper. This reguest
was made in the HERD memorafldum dated August 12, 1996, reviewing the ParcelD Rl Report,
but no electonic files were submifted with the parcel E dnft Rl Report.

Bpferences

Bradford, G. R., A. c. chang, A. L. Page, D, Bakhtar, J. A. Frampton and H wright. 1996.
Background Concentrations of Trace and Major Elements in Califomia Soits. University of
calibmia Riverside, Division of Agriculture and NaturalResources. 52pp.

HERD IntemalReviewen Gerald Chemofi ph.D.
Slaff Toricologist
HERD

Michael J. Wade, Ph.D., DABT, Senior Toricologist, OMF Liaison, HERD

SherylLauth
U.S. EPA Region lX
Superfu nd Techn icat Assistance
75 Hawthome (H€-4)
San Francisco, CA 94105

Laurie Sullivan
NOAA Coastal Resources Coordinator
U.S. EPA Region lX
75 Hawthome (H-g-S)
San Francisco, CA 94105

Patty Velez
Calibrnia Department of Fish and Game
20 Lower Ragsdale, Suite 100
Monterey, CA 93940

James Haas
U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Environmental Contaminants Section
3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 130
Sacramento, CA 95821
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Richard Hiett
San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board
2101 Webster Streeq Suite 500
Oakland, CA 94612
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Chein Kao, Project Manager
Office of Milltary Facititles, Berkeley
700 Heinz, Building F, Second Ftoor
E€rkeley, CA 94710

James M. Polisini, Ph.D. \:.
statf roxicolosist >€N
Human and EcologicalRisk Division (HE(D) 
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HUNTERS POINT ANNEX DRAFT PARGEL E REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION REPORT . EGOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT
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Perc Wilson
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tancs M. Strock
Secretary lot
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Protcction

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Eackoround

We have reviewed portions of the document tiUed Parcet E Remedial lnvestigation Draft
Raport, Huntdrs Point shipyard, san Franclsco, califomia dated May zg,lggr prepared
by PRC Environmental Management, lnc. of San Francisco, Califomia, Uribe &
Associates of Oakland, Califomia and Lcvinc-Fricke-Recon of Erncryville, Califomia. Thc
complete Remedial lnvestigation (Rl) Report contains 27 volumes. The portions reviewed
were Appendir F, the ecoloEical risk assessment. This review is in response to your
written work request dated July 1, 1997.

Hunbrs Point Shipyard (HPS) is situated on a promontory in the soulhwestern
portion of San Francisco Bay. HPS is bounded on lhe norlh and east by San Francisco
Bay and on the south and west by the Bayvievv Hunters Point district of San Francisco.
The on-base prePe(y at HPS is approximately 497 asres on land of which 135 acres are
contiained in Parcel E.

GeneralGomments

The ecological riEk aseessrnent contains several calculalions and methodological steps
which we find objectionable and unreasonable. These are:

a!}
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1. The calculation of dose for the deer mouse and the kestrel, in mg *.i*/kg bodyucsr/day,
contains a lrophic fiznsfer coefficient (TTC), The stated purpose of this TTG is to account for
'.,,gastrointestinal absorption, metabolisrn, dietary efficiencies, and depuralion.' (Section
5.4.5, page F-36). The majority of the discussion in this section centers on gastrointestinal
absorptlon. Use of a TTC to account for gashointestinal absorption, converts the calculated
dose into an absorbed dose rather than an administered dose. Allthe toxicity reference
values (TRVs) used to assess the potential ecological problems associated with a calculated
dosc nre based on administered, not absorbed, dosc. Use of the TTC In calculating the dose
thercbre makes the compadson of dose to TRV in the hazard quotient (HO) a comparison of
absorbed dose to an effect or no effect at an administered dose and is inconect Remove
the TTC trom the calculation of dose for the deer mouse and kesuel,

2, An interesting attempt is made to esUmate pobnfialdeer mouse tissue concentraUons, as part
of the kestrel intake calculation, based on retention of all the ingested contaminant for both 1
day or 180 days (Section 5.4.4, page F-34). This methodology is proposed and discussed
without a single reference regarding the source of the methodology or the efficacy of this
methodology in bracketing he aelual deer mouse Ussue consentratlon. The difficulties
encountered when using thls methodology are not ouUined until the uncertainty section where
the fact that vertebrate tissue clncentrations based on the high erposur€ period exceeded
unity, or one million mg/kg (Section E,1.4.5, paEe F-245), and were 'adjusted' to 100 percenl,
or one million mE per kg, for copper, lead manganese, and zinc. Distinct from the
arc.eptahility of the method, which must ba futly documented, is the issue of the range of
cxposure periods chosen. Even il this method is determined to be acceptable, in our opinion
choice of widely-divergent exposure periods for the low and high estimates of deer mouse
erposure do not aid the prediotive assessnrerrt and do nothing but make more divergent the
estimates of high and low dose for the kestrel. The range of projected ecoloEical hazard from
the lor estimate to the high estimate is made so broad as to be useless to the risk manager.
Estimates of the deer mouse tissue concenfabon using this methodology are highly uncertain
and constitute an unaccepbble tlata gap. This data gap should be addressed by collecting
and analyzinE 3mall rodents from Parccl E sites lo determine the tissue concentrationg from
Parcel E sites with a range of conbminants and contaminant concentrations.

3. Site use factors (SUFs), which aftempt to fuctor the possible intake from within a site
boundary according to the home range of the receptor, are commonly used in ecological risk
assessments. The site-specific use of the SUF is conectly applied in this ecological risk
assessment. However. lhere is no attempt to consider the potential intake ftom multiple sites
br the kestrel which has the largest home range and therefore the lowest SUF of the two
veftebrate species evaluated. Potential exposure of the kestrel from multiple sites in Parcel E
must be evalsaH. The msst csnservative (heallh protective) apprcach would be to assess
the potential kestrel dose associated with consumption of prey items from the Parcel E sites
with the rnaximum soilconcentrations br bottr the lsv., estimate of home range and the high
estimate of high range.

Specifie Comments

1. Non-DDT pesticides were eliminated as contaminants of concem (COCs) in Parcel E because
thqt were detected in less that 10 percent of the samples (Secilon 4. 1 , page F-1 1). No basis
is provided for this criterion. A five percent criterion for frequency of detection, sometimes
employed in selecting COCs for hurnan health risk assessments. is listed in Risk Assessment
Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) (EPA, 1989) only as an erample of cn'terion which may be
used wilh lhe approval of the project manager to reduce the number of contaminants in
situations where the number of contaminante ie axcessive. This criterion cannot be
implemented as the solitary screen of COCs. Once it has been determined that the number
on COCs is elcessive additionalcriteria, such as toricity, polentialfor bioaccumulation,
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concentnation and aerial distribution must be considered concurrently. Please supply thls
inbrmation for the non-DDT pesticides in Parcel E,

2, HERD routinely accepts removal of essential nutrients at norr-toxic consentrations from
ecological fisk assessments, We are unwilling to aceept language stating that COCs were
selecied based on metal concentrations '...thought to be potentially toric at site
concentrations.' (Section 4,2, page F-12). The subsequent sentence reading 'Metals such as
aluminum, calcium, iron and magnesium were not evaluated beeause they were considered to
bc essential nutrients' should be incorporated inb the tecond criterion for setection of COC6
so that the vague language regarding potentially toric al site concentrations is removed,

3. Tin is ercluded as a COC because I was only detected in rhree samples at ilt{1/21 (Section
4.2. Page F-12). Site lR-01/21 is the industrial landftll. lf then is a potential that the tin
deEcted is a reflection of the presence of organo-tin compounds. tin should be retained as a
COC. Please include some discussion of this point in tre text should it appe'ar that the tin
dcEctcd cannot be organo-tin. Organo-tin compounds have been detected in pore water
eroeeding lhe regulatory standards in Parcel F sedirnents.

4. The 10 percent detection criterion was applied to organic compounds (Section 4.2, page F-
12) in selecting organic CoCs. Please see specific cornment number 1 above regarding the
nequirements to implement ttris criterion.

5. Please provide a reference br grouping polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) into low
rmlecularweight (LMW) PAHs and high molecularweight (HMW) PAHs to assess potential
ecological h^zard (Section 4,2, page F-13).

6. Endrin aldehyde was eliminated as an organic COC (Section 4.2, page F-13). Do not
eliminate endrin aldehyde for Parcel E sites where endrin was detected,

7, The feet that ethylbenz€ne, toluene, trichloroeihenc (TCE). rylene may not have 'significant
bioaccumulatlon potential' (Section 4,2, page F-13) is insufficient to remove these potential
COCs from ihe ecological risk assessment. We agree that petroleum hydrocarbons may be
eliminated as a class as lonE as the toxicity of petroleum is considered by assessing benzene,
elhylbenzene, toluene and xylene (BTEX).

8, Please supply he reference for the toricity equivalency factors (TEFs) used to assess the
ecological hazard of polychlorinated dibenzo diorins (PCDD) and polychlorinated dibenzo
turans (PCDF) (Section 4.2, page F-141.

9. Please amend he sentence regarding allometric conversion of TRVs to refer to
representative species rather than assessment endpoints (Section 5,0, page F-16). ll would
be impossible to allometrically eonvert a TRV without a speeific body weight

'10. There is a hypothesis regarding dermal exposure for ecological receptors with fur orfeathers
which ls diametrically gpposed to the argumenl presented for not considering dermal
Ertxrsure (Section 5.0, Page F-17). It is tiat the tur or lEau1ers hold soit near the skin tor
extended periods and that the bllictes associated with fur or feathers provide preferential
bansport pathways for soil contaminante in contact with the skin. Both these factors would
enhance dermal exposure rather than hinder it. Please note the differing theories on dermal
exposute in the teril.

1 1. The description of potentially complete exposure pathways is incorrect (Section 5.0, page F-
17). The discussion of dermal and inhalation exposure in the bllowing sentences make it
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clear that the two exposure palhways enumerated are the potentially complete exposure
pahways which are evaluated, not the complete set of potentially complete exposure
pathways. Please amend the sentence to refer the two enumerated exposure pathways as
'Potentially complete exposure pathwaye which will be evaluated inelude .,.'.

12. Ercluding rare, lhreatened or endangered species, assessment endpoinb, by definition, refer
to high level tunctions of lhe biological community being evaluated. There can, therefore, be
no'aesessment endpoint species' (Section 5,1, page F-17). The deer mouse and kestrel are
species representative of the rheasurement endpoints selectecl to evaluate the Parcel E
assessment endpoints. Please arnend the tert.

13. Please provide additiorral justification for excluding plants and lower trophlc levets from this
ecological risk assessment (Section 5.1, page F-18). DTSC auidance (DTSC, 1996) for
ecological risk assessmenb specifrcally includes plants and the decomposer comnunity as
potential measurement endpoints. Exdusion of soil invertebrales is particularly puzzling as
the summer diet of the keslrel ls listed as earthworms (Seclion 5.1.2, page F-l8) and large
insEcts (Sectbn 5.2.2.2, page F-2'l).

14. Use of defauft biotransfer hctors (BTF) for DDT and PCB transfer from soil to plants (Section
5.4.2, page F-32) introduce a great deal of uncertalnty and rndicate a serious data gap when
one of the two representative species, the kestrel, is exbemely sensitive to the adverse
cffccls of DDT. This data gap should be addressed by measuring DDT and PCB
concenlrations in co.located soil and plant samples for those Parcel E sites where DDT or
PCBs are COCs.

15. Please see general comrnent number 2 for comments on the method used to develop
exPosure point concentrations in vertebrate tissue (Sectio n 5.4.4, page F-34). The high deer
mouse tissue concentration using this methodology sets an upper limit of exposure based on
deer mouse longevity and winter mortality. An extreme increase in deer mouse mortality in
the mild winters of San Franciseo would seem unlikety compared to winter conditions in olher
parts of the United States.

16, Please see general commem numDer 1 for commenE on fie use of trophic ransfer
coefficients (Section 5.4.5, page F-36 and Section 5.5, page F-37).

17. Please amend the sentence regarding allometric conversion (Section 6,7, page F-55) to refer
to deriving toxicity reference values (TRVs) for the representative species, rather than
'deriving asseggment endpoints'. Assesgment endpoints have nothing to do with allometric
conversions.

18. We agree that an assumption of similar modes of toric action is appopriate for PCDDs and
PCDFs (Section 0.8.14.1, page F-96). However, please provide a reference for the Toxicity
Equinlency Factors (TEFs) used lor PCt)Ds and PCDFs for non-careinogenic effects on
ecological receptors.

19. We agree that categorhatlon of sites (Sectlon 7.1.1, page F-'t52) artt| COCs irrtu tlrose of: 1)
high ecological hazard; 2) of some intermediate, but unknown ecological hazard: and, 3)
those of low ecological hazard has obvious benefits. However, all of the sites evaluated in
this ecological risk assessment are ranked in the middle group of intermediate, but unknown
ecoloEical hazard- This site categorization is of little use to the risk rnanager in determining
which Parcel E sites to address first. Velidation studies should be performed at selested
Parcel E sites to more carefully quantitate the potentialecoloEical hazard.
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20. Please label the tables containang the COpCs, soil exposure point concentration (EpC),
Hunters Point Ambient Level(HPAL) and representiative species hazard quotients to indicate
the associated site. These bbles begin on page F-156. There is cunenily no heading
associated with lhe trables.

21. Please provade the toxicological basis for summarizing risk only for those category 2 inorganrc
oontaminants which erceed the HPALs by at least 5 percent (Section 7.10.3, page F,ZO71.
The adverse effucts caused by these chemicals, which are considered in tne icJtogical risk
assessment. are threshold effects which could oeeur at 1 percent above lhe HpALs.

22. The discussion of nickel at site lR-39 (Section 7.12.9, page F-219) is followed by a statement
that an investigatiort of the distrlbution and bioavallablllty of tead would provide ioortional
insight. Please correct the text to refer to the dislribution and bioavailability of nicket at Site
lR-39.

23, lt is not surprising that inhalation exposure is not erpected to be significant ,given the COpCs
at Parcal E'(Section 8.1.2, page F-23q, VolaUle organic compounds (vOC;) were eliminated
in thc setaction of COPCs atthe beginning of the assessment (Section4.1, page F-11). We
suggest that the phrase included in quotes above be removed,

24. Three months is equated to 180 days (section E.1.4.s, page F,245), The high exposure
period used was actually 6 months or 180 days.

25' Please suPPly the juslification for concluding that the '. . . average life span of smail mammals
at Parcel E prior to prclation is probably closer to 100 or 1 20 rlays rather than 1EO days,
(Section 8.1.4.5, page F-245).

26. An estimate of the home range for the deer mouse is stated in acres. An inappropriate
conversion from hectares to acres is.applied making the home range estimate larger by a
factor of 2.47 (Table F.5-4, pege 1, 7m reference for home range), pleEse *r.eoitt",. tubl".

27' Arithmetic calculations contained in the tables (Tables F.7-1 through F.7-gzlwere checked at
random and found to be corect.

Gonclusions

We strongly objecl to the method of developing vertebrate prey item tissue concentrations and the
use of trophic transfer coefficients as applied in this assessment. Appropriate resporrse to the
comments raised above should remove these concerns.

Rather than expend resources altering lhe predictive ecological risk assessment, validation
studies should be performed to address some of the uncerbinty in the assessment and hopefully
provide a more useft.rl categorization of Parcel E sites, Parcel E site lR-02 Northwest is rankect a
€tegory 2 site, of intermediate, but uncerlain ecological hazard, Site lR-04, the scrap yard, is
similarV categorized. EPCs for site lR-02 Northwesl the Bay FillArea, are g4.Zmglkg antimony,
2,880 mg/hg copper, 4,810 mg/kg teac), 14,2 mg/kg mercu ry, afl mg/kg ntckel, s,e7o mg/kE zinc,
5 mg/kg HMW PAHs, 5 mg/kg LMW PAHs and 2 mg/kg totat PCBs.-Si6 tR-04; the scraf yJrd, is
another site with elevated soil concentrations of numerpus chemicals. EpCs at lR-04 includeo
70-3 mg/kg antimony,8,730mglkg copper,2,05_0 mg/kg lead, 11.7 rng/kg mercury, 834 d/kgnickel. 4.5 mg/kg selenium, 5.3 mgflg thallium, 3,160 mg/kg zinc,4,g/kg l-lltilW FeH", S irgifg
LMW PAHS and 31 rng/kg total PCBs. lf sites with soil erposure point eoncentrations such as
these two erhibit do not prcsent an ecological threat to tenestriai receptorrs, it is doubtful that any
other Parcel E site would pose a potential ecological hazard, We recommend that vatidation
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studies be performed at site lR-02 Northwest and lR44 to decrease lhe rmcertainty associaied
with the cunent level of analysis. fie work plan ficr these validation studies should be developed
in consulbtion with herd.

Lead in soil is a main contributor to potential ecological hazard at the majority of sites. Validation
studies acrcss several sites should focus on lead and several other contaminants to decrease the
uncertainty associated with the cunent level of analysis.
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A f f a l r s

F . E :  H u n t e r ' s  P o i n t  P a r c e l  E  D r a f t  R I

D e a r  M r  -  K a o :

R e g l o n a l B o a r d s t a f f h a v e r e v i e w e d S e c t i o n s l R L / 2 ! , I B . 0 2 N ! n ,
: 3 0 2 C ,  r R O 4 ,  r R o s ,  r R l 2 ,  r n i : ' - r R 5 2 '  r R 5 5 '  r R ? 5 ' ,  a n d  r R 7 5  o f

:he aforement ioned document  for  waL'er  gual i ty  concerns and

t  
"u"  

a t tached genera l  and speci f ic  comments '

Genera l  Comments :

Cvera l l  thrs  is  a  very good docurnent  wi th  a t remendous

amount  of  detar l  and in format ' ion '  However '  Board s taf f  do

have  conce rn ; - i eqa rd j ' ng  the  sc reen ing  c r i t e r i a  used  fo r

we t lands  w i th in  Pa rce l  E  and  the  use  o f  t he  Parce l  F  FS  to

f j - I I  da ta  gaps  and  add ress  po l l u tacn  w i th in  t ' he  t i da l

: .n f l ,uence area

R e g i o n a l B o a r d s t a f f u n d e r s r a n d t l r a t P a r c e l E w i } ] b e
- . ce \ re loped 'as  open  sPace  acco rd i r t g ' t s - t f r e  - c i t y  and  Ccun ty  o f '

San  F ranc i sco ' s  ru -L " "  p lan -  Th i s  documen t  desc r ibes  human

: :ea l th  based  exposu re  ILwe Is  fo r  s r tes  w l th in  Pa rce I  E  based

on  rec rea t i ona l  and  res iden t i a l  scenar ios  -  Add i t i ona l l y ,

N A W Q C a n d T R V s w e r e u s e d a s s c r e e n l n g v a l u e s t o d e t e r m l n e
po tJn t i a l  i npac ts  t r :  aqua t i c  and  te r res t r i a l  r ecep to rs

respec t i ve l v ' .  I t  i . s  unC lea r  how these  va lues  a lone  wou ld  be

"a* 'F* . - - tb '  
evd] -uate areas of  ex isz ing wet lands in  Parcel  E '

Ot ? tnlttian it b Pr',tewd add Enhancc lhe qualtry of Califorala's water lesonrca'' encl

carurc lhe|. propcr oilorottun and cfilalaat ru far the bcneltf of prtscn' aad 'fntv?' gctlil'rdllpnt'Recyclcd Papcr
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For  examp le ,  o f  t he  45 '3  ac res  w i th in  the  "ex tended

ecologica l  s i te  bounr lary  for  IAL/21" '  approx imate ly  four  of

these  ac res  ^ r "  a . "a r i bed  as  seasona l  f reshwa te r ,  sa l i ne

. ie ig"nt  or  in ter  t ida l  wet land.  These areas appeal  in

f igure 3,5- I .  How do NAgtQC and TRVs for  two species

approp r ia te l y  desc r ibe  sc reen ing  l eve Is  fo r  t hese  we t land

a r e a s ? I t w o u r a . p p " " . t h a t a d d i t i o n a l s c r e e n i n g v a l u e s a r e
n e c e s s a r y .

In ter  t ida l  and seasonal  wet land areas should use NAL{QC for

determin ing potent ia l  groundwater  impacts to  these habi ta t 's  '

so i l  ( sed j -men t i - i eve rs  i n  t hese  a reas  shou ld  be  eva lua ted

wi th a t iered 
-upt .o""h 

based on tox ic i ty  and appropr ia te

a c t i o n  l e v e l s  i i i i f . =  t o  t h e  P h a s e  1 B  ( i ' e ' L 9 9 5 /  5  E R L S  o r

E R M S ) .

T h e C a l l f o r n i a E n c l o s e d B a y s a n d E s t u a r l e s P l a n , t h a t w a s
used to determine screening J .evels  for  the TAI /2L ssneval

ac t i on  {Dra f t  i i na t  RA Tab le  6 ,  page  19 ) '  wouLd  be

approprrate va lues to  screen pot ln t ia l  groundwater  i rnpacts

to saf twater  r " . "p tots  where NAWQC are not  avai lab le '

F u r E h e r , f o r s c ' e e n : - n g f r e s h w a t e r L J e t l a n d s , t h e C a } i f o r n i a
In land  Sur face  Wate rs  F Ian  (Tab le  1 ,  Page  4 l  wou ld  be

a p p r o p r i a t e - T h e s e l e c t e d T R V S c o u ] . d p o t e n E i a l ) . y b e u s e d
fo r  a reas  ou ts ide  o f  t he  we t lands  a reas  w i th in  the  ex tended

e c o l o g l c a } s r E e b o u n d a r i e s - t h e t e r r e s t r i a l p o r t i o n o f t h e
s i t e .

The  Recommenda t ions  Sec t i on  (5 '7 )  i n  t h i s  repo r t  desc r ibes

lha t  t he  Parce l  F  FS  wrL l  eva lua te  exceedences  o f  Na t i ona l

Arnbient  water  Qual i ty  Cr i ter ia  (NAwQc) wi th in  the t ida l

i n f l u e n c e  a r e a s  o f  p l r c e l  E .  W i I I  t h e  P a r c e l  F  F S  a l s o

evaluate and make reconmendat ions for  the so i ls  wi th in  th is

i o o t p r i n t ?  W h e n  a n d  W h e r e ( w h i c h  r e P o r t ( s ) )  w i l I  t h e  d a t a

; ; ; ; ' a i ong  the  sho re l i ne  be  add ressed?  Areas  shou ld  be

c lea r l y  demarca tec t  w i th in  each  IR  s i t e  f o r  Pa rce l  E '  and

. i . " r iv  ind icat .e  which doeument  (parcel  E rs ,  Rr  or  Parcer  E

fS )  w i l t  con ta in  wha t  i n fo rma t ion '

Spec i f i c  Comments :

1 .  Page  4 -3 ,  Sc reen ing  c r l t e r i a :  The  Enc losed  Bays  
" l d

Es tua r ies  p lan  o r  ca l - i f o rn i -a  In land  su r face  wa te rs  P lan

numbers shourd be used as screening va lues i f  I \TAv0Qc are noE

ava i l ab le  fo r  we t l and  a reas  o r  g roundwate r  w i th in  the  t i da l
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i n f l u e n c e a r e a . T h i s a P P r o a c h w o u l d b e c o n s i s t e n t w i t h t h e
Removal  act ions at  IRl /21 '

2 .  Page  4 .  67 ' -  "The  on l y  i den t i f i ed  bene f i c l a l  use

. . , p r e s e r v a t i o n  o f  s a l L w a t e r  a q u a t i c  I i f e . "  T h i s  s t a t e m e n t

a p p e a r s i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h t h e d e s c r i p t i ' o n s o f f r e s h w a t e r '
s a l t w a t e r a n d i n t e r t i d a l w e t l a n d d e s c r i b e d w i t h i n t h i s
r e p o r t . T h e s e w e t l a n d s a r e c o n s i d e r e d w a t e r s o f t h e s t a t e .
E a c h w a t e r u o a v - " o u l d t h e n h a v e c o r E e s p o n d i n g b e n e f i c i a l
; ; " ; .  Fo r  add i i i ona l  i n fo rma t ion  on  bene f i c i a l  use

de f i n i t i - ons  
" ; ; ; -San  

F ranc i sco  Bay  Bas ln  P lan  1995 '  Reg ion

2 ,  C h a P t e r  2 ,  P a g e s  2 - L  t o  2 - 3 0 '

3.  Page A-gL,  In ter  t ida l  and Subt ida l  sedi rnent

Charac te r i zaE lon ,  Fou r th  pa rag raph :  T ransec ts  sanp les

ind i ca te  
"  

po i fu i : -o t t  g rad ien t  o f f sho re  o f  tF .L /2 I '

4 - P a g e  4 - 1 4 1 :  T h e  N A W Q C  f o r  T C E  i s  2 o o 0  u g / L ( a c u t e )  ' -

r f  we  use  the  ru r * . . " , ] t " / ch ron i c  app roach  as  j . n  t he  Parce l  c

F s , t h i s w o u l d r e s u l t i n a c h r o n i c v a l u e o f a p p r o x i m a t e l y
2 0 0  u g / L .

5 .  p rease  exp ra in  wha t  an  "  unce r ta in ,  bu t  no t  a  s ign i f i can t

immediate r is i  i -s?"  This  phrase is  used throughout  the

document .  uow tas ecologica l  r isk  inc luded in  the screenrngl

and se lect ion Process for  ind iv idual  IR s j ' t 'es?

6 . S e c t l o n 5 . I , S i t e S u m m a r i e s , P a g e S - T d e s c r i b e s C o P C s
thaE defrne an-  "uncer ta in  but  not  an j .mrnediate r isk" '

Sec t i on  5 .5  desc r ibes  the  sun :mary  o f  t he  s i t e  concep tua l

m o d e l w h i c h i n c } u d e s c o n t a r n i n a n t e x P o s u r e p a t h w a y s a n d
receptors.  What  i -s  not  c lear  is  how these contamtnaDts '

p"tfr inuvt and receptors \ 'Jere evaluated by Parcel and by

h a b i t a t t y P e . I t a P p e a r s a d d i t ' i o n a l s c r e e n i n g v a l u e s a r e
requ i red  ( see :  genera l  comments )  -  [ , ] hen  wouJd  eco log i ca ]  r i sk

.u i t y  .  s i t e  i n io  the  FS?  on l y  ca tego ry  th ree  s iEes?

7 .  Sec t i on  5 .?  Recommenda t ion :  Th i s  sec t i on  desc r ibes

detected concentrat ions exceeding NAWQC vaiues in  the T idal

i n f l u e n c e A r e a w i l l b e e v a l u a t e d i n t h e P a r c e l F F s
( g r o u n d w a t e r l . w i l l P a r c e l F a d d r e s s s o t l s w i t h i n t h e
T ida l  I n f l uence  A rea  as  we l l ?  wha t  abou t  sho re l l ne  sed imen ts

a n d s r r i l s a n d s a ] " i n e e m e r g e n t w e t l a n d s w i t h t n t h e s e a r e a s ?
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For  co l ru1encs  ar  ques t ions  regard ing  the  conten ts  o f  th is

r e t t e r  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  t h e  u n d e r s i g n e d  a t  ( 5 r 0 )  2 8 6 - 4 3 5 9  6 r

M s .  S h i n  R o e i  L e e  a t  ( 5 1 0 ) 2 8 6 - 0 5 9 9 .

Groundwater  and Waste
Conta inment  Div is ton

PH6E: A4

Richard Hiet t ,  AWRCE


